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Abstract 
This paper provides a critical analysis of News Corporation and argues that through the 
acquisition of high profile policy actor, Joel Klein, News Corporation has been able to 
assemble significant network capital to position itself as an entity apparently responsible for 
the public good and with a role to play in public policymaking. My aim in this paper is to 
document and analyse how the contexts of policy influence in education are evolving through 
the involvement of multinational edu-businesses and the quasi-privatisation of the education 
policy community globally. I analyse the place of education in News Corporation’s current 
business strategy as exemplary of the changing role that businesses are playing in education 
policy processes nationally and globally and argue that we are seeing the emergence of 
powerful new policy actors. This analysis is set against the emerging literature that seeks to 
analyse the increasing influence of edu-businesses on education policy processes and locates 
these developments within considerations of changing educational governance structures, new 
privatisations and public-private partnerships in education. It is argued that boundary spanners 
like Klein with their intimate ‘inside knowledge’ of state structures are mobilising network 
capital to frame policy problems and advocate policy solutions in ways that are attractive to 
education policymakers while also being commercially beneficial to News Corporation and 
their shareholders.  
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Boundary spanners, network capital and the rise of edu-businesses: The case of News 
Corporation and its emerging education agenda 
 
‘When it comes to K through 12 education, we see a $500 billion sector in 
the US alone that is waiting desperately to be transformed by big 
breakthroughs’. (Murdoch, 2010)  
 
Introduction 
This quote from Rupert Murdoch, the founder and Chief Executive Officer of News 
Corporation – a global conglomerate with assets close to 57 billion US dollars – largely 
contextualises the current climate influencing education policy reform around the world. While 
public education has generally been thought of as a social good, over recent years this concept 
has eroded to unveil a much more complex underbelly. Instead of education being used to 
primarily secure a nation’s future capital and economic prosperity, it has also become a source 
of economic gain. As Burch (2009, p.23) points out, in the United States, ‘schools and local 
governments now spend approximately $48 billion per year to purchase products and services 
from the private sector’. She observes, that the education industry ‘termed sluggish a decade 
ago by wall street analysts is exploding through rapid influx of capital investments and public 
education revenue’ (p.23). Indeed, the most recent sales figures from the likes of Pearson, the 
world’s largest education company, reports that the edu-business made over £4.616 billion in 
education sales during 2012 (Pearson plc, 2012). Murdoch has made it clear that News 
Corporation is also set to pursue the potential profitability of education, where his goal is that 
education-related products and services will account for at least 10 per cent of News 
Corporation’s US$34 billion in annual revenue by 2017 (News Corp, 2012). While this might 
seem like an ambitious goal for a print media and entertainment company, this paper seeks to 
explore how companies like News Corporation (hereafter News Corp) are diversifying, re-
structuring and re-branding themselves to take advantage of the rapidly growing and 
increasingly lucrative education market.  
This paper must be understood against the emerging literature that seeks to analyse the 
increasing influence of edu-businesses on education policy processes (cf Ball, 2007; 2012; Ball 
& Junemann, 2012; Burch, 2009; Picciano and Spring, 2013; Olmedo, 2013; Reckhow, 2013). 
Ball’s (2007) work in particular suggests that there are a range of different privatisations ‘of’, 
‘in’ and ‘through’ education and education policy, where edu-businesses are increasingly 
important in providing ‘solutions’ to national policy problems (Ball, 2012). Here, edu-
businesses have gained credibility as legitimate contributors to this new policy landscape and 
are increasingly utilised in shaping and creating education policy. So while we have an 
increasing awareness of which edu-businesses are contributing to this new networked policy 
environment, there is little analysis of how these edu-business came to be so influential. 
In this paper I focus on News Corp, and more specifically the recruitment of Joel Klein, former 
New York City Department of Education Chancellor, as a strategy for expanding News Corp’s 
network capital (Urry, 2007), which is being used to drive the restructuring of the business 
towards the education market. Klein is a ‘boundary spanner’ (Williams, 2002), who moves 
across the public and private sectors, an increasingly common phenomenon today with network 
governance and the partial privatisation of policy and policy networks (Mahony et al., 2004). 
In what follows, I first contextualise News Corp’s new focus on education and then elaborate 
the theoretical frameworks that inform my analysis, including new heterarchical governance 
structures, new privatisations and new public-private partnerships in education. These concepts 
help to define the increasing influence of edu-businesses on education policy processes and 
provide a platform to elaborate on the business restructuring of News Corp. 
Utilising network ethnography (Howard, 2002; Ball & Junemann, 2012), and the three 
interrelated research activities including: 1) internet searches; 2) interviews; and 3) the use of 
these searches and interviews to construct network diagrams, I explore how News Corp has 
been able to position themselves as a potentially powerful edu-business in the education 
market. I present network diagrams constructed using Gephi software that were informed 
predominately through Internet searches, analysis of corporate documents and news articles. At 
the outset, I acknowledge the incompleteness of my analysis; I have only done a partial 
network ethnography; research interviews are necessary to complement these data. However, I 
believe that the significance of the emergence of new education policy actors as manifested in 
News Corp, linked to globalisation and new state structures and processes of policy production 
in education within nations, warrants the reporting of my beginning analysis. 
My aim in this paper is to document and analyse how the contexts of policy influence in 
education are evolving through the involvement of multinational edu-businesses and the quasi-
privatisation of the education policy community globally (Mahony et al., 2004; Ball, 2012). I 
analyse the place of education in News Corp’s current business strategy as exemplary of the 
changing role that businesses are playing in education policy processes nationally and globally 
(Ball, 2012). From this critical analysis it is apparent that News Corp is not a traditional 
education company, well established as a long-time provider of education products and 
services. Instead, we see the emergence of a new type of actor, a major international business, 
operating across various sectors and industries, assembling network capital and entering the 
education market with a strictly for-profit agenda.  
 
Contextualising News Corporation’s new focus on education 
We do not consider ourselves a conventional company. A conventional 
company tends to sit back on the business models that worked for it in the past. 
Our corporate culture at News Corp. is very different. We know that business 
models that work today may be obsolete tomorrow, so we are always investing 
in the next generation. (Murdoch in News Corp, 2012, p.1) 
Meyer (2009) in his book ‘The Vanishing Newspaper’ argues that there is now an irreversible 
destruction of the traditional mass-market newspaper, where by 2043 newsprint will be dead in 
America. However, he observes that this does not mean the end for newspaper companies, as 
‘they could transform themselves into business models based on public service’. But to do that, 
he argues, ‘they need to be thinking now about what the end product of that transformation 
would look like’ (p.2). This is quite obviously, as evidenced by the excerpt above, a concern 
that News Corp has been responding to over recent years. As Murdoch observed during his 
speech to the World Media Summit in 2010: 
We find ourselves in the midst of an information revolution that is both exciting 
and unsettling. It is a digital revolution turning traditional business models 
upside down, traversing geographic, industrial, and media boundaries and 
creating a new source of wealth, material and social, around the world… Media 
companies know that if you do not respond intelligently and creatively to the 
digital challenge, your future will be bleak indeed. The presses are now silent at 
some of the world's most famous newspapers - they were supposed to report on 
their societies, but somehow failed to notice that those societies were changing 
fundamentally. But that very same threat is a remarkable opportunity for others. 
Here Murdoch refers to how the Internet and associated technologies are transforming business 
models and points to how these have become the focus of significant structural shifts at News 
Corp. These shifts are not just about the transition from print to digital media, where the likes 
of the Wall Street Journal now has over 25 million digital subscribers (Murdoch, 2010), but 
encompasses a more surprising shift towards the education sector, where News Corp now has 
an independent education division called Amplify. As of June 2013, News Corp is now divided 
into an entertainment sector (Twenty-First Century Fox Inc.) and a print, media and education 
sector (News Corporation). A press statement released by News Corporation in 2012 stated 
that: 
Upon the closing of such a transaction, shareholders would hold interests in a 
world-class publishing company, consisting of the largest collection of best-in-
class publishing assets and a new digital education group, and an unmatched 
global media and entertainment company, each of which would benefit from 
enhanced strategic alignment and increased operational flexibility with respect 
to an unparalleled portfolio of assets, brands and franchises.  
This restructuring with a focus on a new digital education group must be understood against 
expanding educational provision globally and the creation of newly lucrative markets for 
education services driven by a political context of efficiency and effectiveness pressures on all 
national governments.  
Leveraging this changed political context for commercial benefit is not necessarily easy. 
However, as McKnight (2013) points out, Murdoch has a prominent and influential voice in 
the United States, United Kingdom and Australia that makes him and News Corp incredibly 
powerful. In fact, he argues that ‘the ideas he expresses are among the most influential in the 
democratic world… They are shared by many powerful people and have already transformed 
the economic and social institutions of many nations’ (p.12). While McKnight observes that 
the nature of Murdoch’s power is elusive, there is little doubt that he helps cultivate a climate 
of public opinion through mass media, validating some issues and invalidating others. Indeed, 
it is from this platform that Murdoch (2008) has been able to put forward his argument for free 
market reform of public education: 
The unvarnished truth is that in countries such as Australia, Britain, and 
particularly the United States, our public education systems are a disgrace. 
Despite spending more and more money, our children seem to be learning less 
and less—especially for those who are most vulnerable in our society… The 
need is urgent: countries like Finland and Korea and Singapore are leaving us 
behind when it comes to education. We need to reform our public education 
system and make our schools internationally competitive with the best of them.  
Murdoch’s (2008) advocacy for reform culminates in the idea that ‘corporate leaders know 
better than government officials the skills that people need to get ahead in the 21st century’. To 
this end, he argues, ‘that companies need to take a more active part in working with 
governments to ensure schools are giving people an education’. These sentiments are indicative 
of the new phenomenon of philanthrocapitalism (Bishop & Green, 2008) in which edu-
businesses present their educational products and services as a positive benefit to national 
governments. Ball (2012) calls this ‘social capitalism’ as it promotes ‘market-based solutions’ 
to education problems, whereby organisations display a strategic mix of ‘charitable, social 
enterprising and business identities and commitments’ (p.89). This blurring and hybridisation 
might be seen as another manifestation of what Rose (1999) and Savage (2012) have called the 
‘neo-social’ condition, where there is a distinct elision of the social and the economic.  
Here there is a blurring of the boundaries between education as a social good and education as 
a profit opportunity, which raises concomitant concerns over whether anything for-profit could 
ever credibly claim the advancement of social good? This becomes an especially pertinent 
question to address in the contemporary context of globalisation, the spread of neo-liberalism, 
financial crises and the growth of inequality (Pikkety, 2014), where multinational corporations 
are facing increasing amounts of public criticism about their activities from various groups. In 
the case of education, there seems to be a fear that the for-profit activities of edu-businesses 
might undermine the sovereignty of national education policy practices, contribute to a 
democratic deficit and in the process, add to undesirable consequences associated with the 
increasing privatisation of the provision of public ‘goods’. This concern is relevant when 
Murdoch (2010) points out that the transformation of education is worth $500 billion in the US 
alone. This unease may be further exasperated when we reflect on Murdoch’s view of News 
Corp’s pursuit of profits: ‘All newspapers are run to make profits. Full stop. I don’t run 
anything for respectability. The moment I do, I hope someone will come and fire me and get 
me out of the place’ (cited in McKnight, 2012, p.26). It could be assumed then that Murdoch is 
focused on the education market for its potential profitability. Thus the concern for News Corp 
at being so openly driven by this bottom line is how they can convince governments and the 
broader education community that they are committed to the advancement of social good?  
 
Theoretical framings: New governance, new privatisations and new PPPs in education 
The increasing opportunities for edu-business involvement in public policy can be understood 
against the gradual shift in the form and functioning of the state that has been occurring over 
recent years. This shift from hierarchical government to heterarchical governance is changing 
the modus operandi of the contemporary state (Ball & Junemann, 2012). While this move has 
been framed by neo-liberalism, it represents a move beyond conceptions of New Public 
Management where the state adopts more business-like procedures. Rather, it constitutes what 
Ball (2007) terms privatisations of multiple kinds, where public policies are now being 
delivered through a strategic mix of public and private agents. On this point Ball (2012, p.112) 
notes: 
In effect, to different extents in different countries, the private sector now 
occupies a range of roles and relationships within the state and educational state 
in particular, as sponsors and benefactors, as well as working as contractors, 
consultants, advisers, researchers, service providers and so on and both 
sponsoring innovations (by philanthropic actions) and selling policy solutions 
and services to the state, sometimes in related ways.  
From this account we can see that neo-liberal discourses have taken precedence, where the 
state’s traditional, bureaucratic influence over the public sector has been broken down and 
reconfigured in ways that promote a new form of governance, or a ‘polycentric’ state (Ball, 
2012). This context constitutes the increasing use of public-private partnerships (PPPs) in 
delivering public policies (Robertson & Dale, 2013).  
PPPs are based on the assumption that market-oriented management will lead to greater cost 
efficiency and improved success for governments. This argument derives from standard market 
theory, where Burch (2009) observes that the outsourcing of public services creates a 
competitive market for public services, increases the quality of those services and reduces the 
costs for taxpayers. Ball (2012) makes the point that these increasing privatisations are partly 
due to the increasing ‘business opportunities’ that now exist in education, where he suggests 
that various ‘statework’ is being done through edu-business. Ball terms this the ‘privatisation 
of policy’, where policy texts and policy ideas are produced for the state. Here governments 
have become facilitators and co-creators of policy agendas, policy texts and their deliveries. 
This hybrid mix of public and private agents and older and newer forms and practices of the 
state point to a prevailing policy landscape, where Williams (2012) argues, complex policy 
issues cannot be resolved by single agencies acting alone. This is an important aspect of new 
governance structures in education; the state still has an important role to play, but PPPs can 
ensure that political decision making is flexible, dynamic and efficient (Martin & Mayntz, 
1991). As Wanna (2009, p.266) suggests, governments are redefining themselves as 
‘facilitators’ ‘working through markets rather than acting as autarkic doers who owned, 
operated and produced everything themselves’. As Koppenjan and Klijn (2004, p.25) observe, 
‘in the world of network governance, government is understood to be located alongside 
business and civil society actors in a complex game of public policy formation, decision-
making and implementation’.  
In this way corporate actors now play an increasingly influential role in shaping education 
policy agendas through PPP initiatives. Cutler (2008) refers to this as the rise of ‘private 
authority’, where new actors are given significant freedom to shape education policy processes 
both nationally and globally, especially as they sit beyond either political or national spaces for 
public debate. As such, Ball and Junemann (2012, p.7) argue that PPPs have the potential to 
expose policymaking processes to ‘particularistic power games’ where:  
The ‘territory of influence’ (Mackenzie and Lucio, 2005) over policy is 
expanded, but at the same time the spaces of policy are diversified and 
dissociated. As a result, as these new sites within the contexts of policy 
influence and text production (Ball, 1994) proliferate, there is a concomitant 
increase in the opacity of policy making.  
Within this context, as Ball (2012, p.8) summarises, ‘it is unclear what may have been said to 
whom, where, with what effect and in exchange for what’. It seems necessary to recognise this 
polarisation in the literature and understand that while PPPs can be flexible and fluid and able 
to accommodate changing governance structures, they can also be centres of power and 
privilege that give structural advantage to particular private interests in the process of making 
or shaping public policy decisions. There are commensurate concerns here of how edu-
businesses might work to shape global education policy problems and determine their solutions 
in ways that are beneficial to the corporation and their shareholders (Ball, 2012; Robertson & 
Dale, 2013). To this end, it seems necessary to investigate the capacity of edu-businesses to 
position themselves as entities apparently responsible for the public good with a role to play in 
public policymaking.  
  
Networking: News Corporation’s education strategy and the role of Joel Klein 
In 2010, News Corp appointed Joel Klein as the company’s Executive Vice President for 
Educational Services with a brief to personally advise Murdoch of opportunities in the 
education sector. With this announcement, News Corp proclaimed that: ‘His record of 
achievement leading one of the country’s toughest school systems has given him a unique 
perspective that will be particularly important as we look into a sector that has long been in 
need of innovation’. They continued:  
Joel was Chancellor of the New York City Department of Education, where he 
oversaw a system of 1.1 million students and 136,000 employees. While there 
he led system wide transformations that resulted in significant increases in 
student performance. Under Joel’s leadership, high-school graduation rates in 
the City rose 20 points-an increase of more than 40 percent. (News Corp, 2014)   
To this end, Klein’s new role was to lead News Corp’s shift into the education market, where 
he would be responsible for developing business strategies for the education marketplace. 
Indeed, his appointment to News Corp is indicative of the new hybrid career structures of 
policy actors who span public, private and philanthropic domains and are linked to neo-liberal 
policy settings and new state modalities (Ball & Junemann, 2012). But it also suggests the 
importance of such boundary spanners for businesses like News Corp, which are seeking to 
refashion their role as an organisational policy actor in education. This role can be expanded, 
modified and legitimated by the mobilities of people like Klein and the network capital to 
which they provide access (Urry, 2007). Klein also brings to News Corp an intimate 
knowledge of policy production processes inside state structures. 
Urry (2007, p. 197) defines network capital as ‘the capacity to engender and sustain social 
relations with those people who are not necessarily proximate and which generates emotional, 
financial and practical benefit (although this will often entail various objects and technologies 
or the means of networking)’. The ability to network is not evenly distributed and requires 
specific resources. Position in a network, and ultimately power, is dependent on mobilities of 
different kinds. Mobilities are not necessarily about travel, but rather the movement of people, 
ideas, objects and information, what Appadurai (1996) referred to as ‘flows’.  Indeed, Urry 
(2007) argues that the new and increasingly diverse range of mobilities, and their sheer scale, 
speed and transnationality, has led to the emergence of a ‘mobility complex’, a field in 
Bourdieu’s sense, that is reconstituting the nature of power relations above and beyond the 
effects of cultural and economic capitals, by refiguring social relations through a range of new 
phenomena:  
…the scale of movement around the world, the diversity of mobility systems 
now in play, the especial significance of the self-expanding automobility 
system … the elaborate interconnections of physical movement and 
communications, the development of mobility domains that by-pass national 
societies, the significance of movement to contemporary governmentality and 
an increased importance of multiple mobilities for people’s social and 
emotional lives. (Urry, 2007, p. 195) 
Network capital also ‘is now an essential prerequisite for ‘living in the rich north of 
contemporary capitalism’ (Urry, 2007, p. 196) and people clearly develop a ‘taste’ for mobility 
and networking. Here we can see the third of Bourdieu’s interrelated concepts of field, capital 
and habitus in play, when conceiving of a distinctive form of network capital: habitus is 
inflected by ‘multiple mobilities [that] set up new kinds of distinction of taste, between the 
modes of movement, the classes of traveler, the places moved to, the embodied experiences of 
movement, the character of those also moving and so on’ (Urry 2007, p. 196). Network capital 
thus requires the physical supports for networking—the infrastructure that enables mobility 
and connectivity—as well the embodied competencies of individuals and groups to gain 
advantage from these supports to different degrees—a certain disposition, in Bourdieu’s sense, 
for networking. 
Boundary spanners like Klein, for whom ‘networking is the predominant modus operandi’ 
(Williams, 2002, p. 117), have high levels of network capital associated with their movement 
across public/private sectors and other related mobilities. It is not, however, their movement 
itself that is important here. Rather, as Urry (2012, p. 27) observes, movement is important 
insofar as it enables people to become more connected with one another: 
The concept of network capital brings out that underlying mobilities do nothing 
in themselves. What are key are the social consequences of such mobilities, 
namely, to be able to engender and sustain social relations with those people 
(and to visit specific places) who are mostly not physically proximate, that is, to 
form and sustain networks often at-a-distance. So network capital points to the 
real and potential social relations that mobilities afford.  
Boundary spanners tend to have high network capital because they are proficient at creating 
inter- and intra-organisational social connections, including between the public and the private 
sector. Here power becomes a case of who you know, not what you know (Elliot & Urry, 
2010). 
Take the fact that as the Chancellor of New York City Schools, Klein was responsible for the 
largest school system in the US, with over one million students and 1,700 different schools. In 
his eight-year term as Chancellor from 2002-2010 Klein was largely credited as transforming a 
‘dysfunctional’ system where he became ‘a national symbol of school reform’ (Tisch cited in 
Otterman and Medina, 2010).  These ‘successes’ saw Klein named as one of the most 
influential people in education by the New Yorker Magazine in 2006. More recently, an 
editorial written by Merrow (2011) argues that Klein is the most influential person shaping US 
education. Merrow makes it clear that this is not a contest based on popularity, as Klein has 
many critics. What he does observe however, is that Klein’s ‘influence extends beyond the 
system he ran’. He suggests that Klein has a network of ‘protégés now influencing what 
happens in schools and classrooms around the nation’. These protégés (Figure 1) that Merrow 
refers to are people who worked under Klein during his time as Chancellor for the New York 
City Department of Education, who have since been appointed as School Superintendants, 
State Superintendents and State Chancellors in various districts. As Green (2011) makes the 
point, ‘at least half a dozen major school districts are combing the country for new 
superintendents – and they’re frequently looking to administrators who cut their teeth working 
under New York City Chancellor Joel Klein’. This as Merrow summarises, means that:  
Klein has boots on the ground. By my calculations, his protégés have power 
over public schools that enrol more than 3 million students… which means that 
around 6% of all U.S. public school students are under his influence. That 
makes former New York City Schools Chancellor Joel Klein, hands down, the 
most influential educator in America.  
 









By appointing Klein as Executive Vice President for Educational Services, News Corp gained 
access to the network capital embedded in his person and his social connections. It is important 
to recall here that News Corp is not the only entity seeking to benefit from the education 
market. In fact this space is filled with multiple networks of various agents that compete with 
one another for contracts and sales of goods and services. As Picciano and Spring (2013) 
observe, schools today operate on a business model of networked relations between 
government agencies, foundations and venture philanthropies, think tanks, media companies, 
for-profit businesses and technology providers. Given these varied points of influence, an 
important aspect of education policy formation is the struggle for power between these 
competing entities. Here the more network capital an edu-business has, the more competitive 
and influential they are likely to be. This is a particularly prominent concern for a company in 
News Corp’s position, where they may have possessed the financial resources and brand 
success necessary to support a move into the education industry; yet these factors do not ensure 
that this would have been a successful move. Instead with Klein at the forefront, using his 
networks, generated through years in the education industry,	   News Corp’s move is given 
legitimacy.  
Thus, in emphasising the connectivity of network capital I am following Urry (2007) in 
distinguishing this form of capital from social capital. According to Bourdieu (1986, p.248), 
social capital is the ‘aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to 
possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual 
acquaintance and recognition’. In these terms, as explained by Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992), 
social capital is constituted from the sum of the resources (both economic and cultural) 
produced and acquired through social structure. This concept of social capital encourages a 
view of networks from the perspective of the embodied resources that are connected and with 
the potential to transmogrify into economic capital. Inkpen and Tsang (2005) point out that a 
consensus has emerged within network literature that social capital represents the ‘resources 
embedded within, available through and derived from the network of relationships possessed 
by an individual or organization’ (p.151). 
Network capital provides a different perspective, emphasising the connections themselves, 
rather than the resources connected. Urry (2007, p. 200) argues that social capital, particularly 
Putnam’s (2000) emphasis on propinquitous community, is insufficient to describe the social 
dynamics at work in the production of network capital, because ‘it presumes that only small 
scale communities can generate face-to-face proximities and relations of trust. By contrast, the 
… concept of network capital brings out how co-presence and trust can be generated at a 
distance, and thus presupposes extensive and predictable travel and communications and the 
emergence of a distinct new field of “mobilities”’. Network capital is generated through 
mobilities, can be produced at a distance and is self-catalysing—the production of connections 
is central to its value and it creates opportunities to create more connections. In contrast, social 
capital tends to emphasize relations established in a particular place and the benefits to an 
individual of the resources to which these relations provide access—the production of 
connections is instrumental here, rather than an end in itself. The distinction between the two 
forms of capital is thus a matter of perspective on social networks. 
Importantly for my analysis here, ‘network capital is not to be viewed as an attribute of 
individual subjects … [It] is a product of the relationality of individuals with others and with 
the affordances of the “environment”’ (Urry 2007, p. 198). Huggins (2010, p. 522) 
distinguishes between the potential value of network capital for organizations, as opposed to 
social capital which tends to advantage individuals: ‘the source of network capital is rooted in 
economic rationality, whereby firms invest in establishing calculative networks to access the 
knowledge they require. The source of social capital is based on social rationality, whereby 
individuals invest in social networks to access embedded resources relating to sociability and 
social expectations’.  
While Klein brings to News Corp his own social capital, the effect of this appointment is to 
provide News Corp with access to network capital; that is, to increase the organisational power 
to network and the organisation’s power within networks. Indeed, the second network diagram 
(Figure 2) included below represents the ways in which News Corp has been able to benefit 
from Klein’s connections. For example, Amplify were granted a no-bid contract to continue to 
deliver New York City Department of Education’s Achievement Reporting and Innovation 
System (ARIS) and School of One projects, which	  were proposed and implemented by Klein 
during his time as New York City Education Chancellor in 20081. While this raised conflict-of-
interest issues between Klein and his ‘inside knowledge’ of government activities within the 
New York City Schools District, there is no suggestion here that Klein was engaged in any sort 
of wrong dealings. However, it does speak to the currency of network capital. 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	   ARIS	   and	   School	   of	   One	   were	   delivered	   by	  Wireless	   Generation	   -­‐	   an education technology and software 
company focused on mobile assessments and instructional analytics - when	  Klein	  was	  New	  York	  City	  Education	  Chancellor.	  A	  few	  months	  after	  recruiting	  Klein,	  News	  Corp	  purchased	  a	  90	  per	  cent	  stake	  in	  the	  company	  for	  $360	  million,	  which	  launched	  the	  structural	  platform	  of	  Amplify	  of	  which	  Klein	  is	  CEO.	  
Figure 2 – Amplify’s contract network 
	  
Similarly, Amplify won three contracts worth $2.3 million in the Newark School District in 
New Jersey when Christopher Cerf was Commissioner of Education for the development of: 
instructional materials to support educators in the effective delivery of standards-based 
curriculum ($900,000); professional development to support educators in the effective delivery 
of these materials ($700,000) and; renewal of a previous contract held with Wireless 
Generation until 2017, which allows schools to use the company for professional development 
($700,000). Interestingly, Cerf has since moved to Amplify as the Chief Executive Officer of 
Insight2, which is one of Amplify’s three subsidiaries and specifically deals with consultancy 
services including professional development, custom technology solutions and assessment and 
data packages.  
Like Klein, Cerf’s movement has contributed to News Corp’s partial transformation from a 
print media and entertainment company to an edu-business by helping to establish a networked 
environment in which the organisation can be positioned as a legitimate policy actor. Instead of 
this transformation being seen as one motivated purely by profit, these political actors help 
constitute an assemblage in which News Corp might become seen as a morally authoritative 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 Amplify is divided into three subsidiaries, including: Insight (assessment products and consultancy services), 
Learning (digital curriculum and resources), and Access (development of an education-centric tablet). 
agency in educational matters. Indeed, when investigating Amplify’s Executive members – of 
which Klein is CEO - it is apparent that Amplify is seeking to capitalise on the connections and 
network capital these boundary spanners can bring to their organisation. Currently, eight 
executive members of Amplify have moved from working in the public sector within US 
school districts to the private sector. For example, Amplify’s current Chief Operating Officer, 
Kristen Kane and Chief Financial Officer, Sam Mertha were both previously employed by the 
New York City Department of Education. Such movements of boundary spanners, and access 
to the social connections they are able to generate, potentially increase legitimacy and therefore 
influence and power for these organisations in education markets and thereby enhance their 
potential success in relation to organisations with less network capital. For example, these 
former bureaucrats can help to communicate the relevance and currency of Amplify’s activities 
to government officials, and this likely serves to promote the perceived legitimacy and 
authority of using Amplify for government contracts and services.  
This is further exemplified by Amplify’s contracts with Smarter Balanced which oversees the 
tender arrangements for the development of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), a US 
national initiative led by the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the National 
Governors Association (NGA). Here we can observe that Amplify has been contracted to 
develop a digital library of assessment tools for educators, reportedly worth $12.5 million. 
Similarly, they have also been contracted to develop a digital curriculum to support the 
common standards for English Language Arts and Science. The last contract included on the 
network diagram is for Amplify’s flagship product, which is their education-centric tablet. 
Amplify originally partnered with AT&T Mobility and ASUS to create the tablet, sold at a cost 
of US$199 to schools that that purchase a two-year subscription to the company’s education 
package at US$99 per student per annum, which includes software, content, training and 
support. Gillford Country Schools in North Carolina were the first to contract Amplify to 
supply a tablet to every teacher and student in their district at a cost of $3.5 million. However, 
after the initial roll out of these tablets in 2013, the programme was suspended due to technical 
and design issues with the tablet. Only recently have Amplify announced the release of their 
new tablet, now developed in partnership with Intel, which is set to be re-introduced to Gillford 
County schools later this year with broader dissemination planned for other US schools from 
2015. While this diagram does not encompass all of Amplify’s activities it certainly highlights 
the ways in which the company is utilising network capital in partnering with governments and 
government initiatives in delivering education policy.  
Discussion and conclusion 
In this paper and through the network diagrams presented, I have shown how News Corp is 
reconstituting itself and using network capital to strengthen and legitimate its role in education 
policy processes. The recruitment of boundary spanners such as Joel Klein brings access to 
their social capital, but more importantly utilises this capital to strengthen the network capital – 
their connections – available to the company and which can help to legitimate their position in 
relation to policy processes. Network capital has value based on connections between 
individuals and ‘the affordances of the “environment”’ (Urry, 2007). In recruiting Klein, News 
Corp can build a network environment in which they are connected to a range of policy actors 
across public and private fields. These connections potentially modify the affordances of their 
environment and potentially the positioning of the company within or in relation to these 
fields. 
This development is enabled by the restructuring of the state within nations: in the first 
instance through New Public Management and more recently by its extension into network 
governance. This move from government (hierarchical, bureaucratic and top-down) towards 
governance (horizontal, networked and multi-directional) is constituted by new technologies of 
government, such as markets, managerialism, privatisation and performativity, all of which 
challenge and complement the classic bureaucratic state structure and modus operandi (Ball & 
Junemann, 2012). In this context, network capital is a relevant way of understanding and 
explaining the power geometries of networks and especially how the accruing and possession 
of network capital leads to increased positions of power in networks that lends itself to forms 
of social inclusion or exclusion around education policy matters. This is especially relevant 
when we consider that policy networks are often assembled through competition for tender. 
Thus, as former bureaucrats, Klein and other Amplify Executives work to communicate the 
relevance and currency of News Corp’s educational activities to other government officials, 
and serve to promote the perceived legitimacy and authority of using Amplify for government 
contracts and services.  
It seems likely that boundary spanners will continue to be recruited as more companies—print-
publishing and media businesses in particular—recognise the potential profitability of the 
education industry and seek to establish a field in which they can be reconstituted and 
recognised as edu-businesses. For example, Pearson has acquired Sir Michael Barber as the 
company’s Chief Education Advisor. Barber was appointed to this role given his previous roles 
as a public servant for the UK government, as a partner at McKinsey and Company and as 
Head of McKinsey’s global education practice, where he co-authored the two influential 
reports: How the world’s most improved school systems keep getting better (2010) and How the 
world’s best-performing schools come out on top (2007). Like Klein, Barber has access to 
social connections that work to increase influence and power for Pearson in education markets 
and thereby enhance their potential success in relation to organisations with less network 
capital. Network capital is thus an important ingredient in corporate restructuring, positioning a 
company as an entity apparently responsible for the public good and with a role to play in 
public policy. 
In relation to the network diagrams, I stress that they are descriptive, rather than providing 
analytical insights into the nature of connections between nodes; that is, they freeze flows, 
mobilities, developments, on-going change, and emphasise a horizontal perspective, ‘a flat 
ontology’ (Ball, 2012, p.5), at the expense of vertical perspectives on power relations and 
asymmetries. My analysis, in contrast, has aimed to move beyond description of horizontal 
connections to raise questions about the asymmetries of power involved in these developments, 
which are linked to and expressive of the move to new modes of governance in education  
(Ball & Junemann, 2012). I emphasise the influential role of News Corp in these developments 
and their success in rebranding the business as it utilises these new modes of governance for 
profit making, while attempting to represent themselves as a company committed to the social 
good of educational reform, an exemplar of the emergent philanthrocapitalism. 
There is a final issue to raise briefly here about how network capital can be mobilised for 
political influence. From this analysis we can observe that boundary spanners, with their 
intimate ‘inside knowledge’ of state structures are able to frame policy problems and their 
solutions in ways attractive to (particular) policymakers. In this way, it seems possible that 
edu-businesses might be working to undermine democratic tender processes. While Bessusi 
(2006, p.18) makes the point that the promise of PPPs and new heterarchical policy networks 
and the mode of governance they represent is to ‘produce more effective and legitimate 
policies, without resting upon the authority and limitations of a single representative political 
body’, it seems that these processes could equally contribute to undesirable consequences 
associated with the increasing privatisation of education policy processes. Importantly, I am 
not suggesting that the power of the state has diminished here, rather that the state is imbricated 
with edu-businesses through the rise of PPPs and the concomitant blurring and hybridisation of 
the public and the private. So while criticism has been directed at edu-businesses for these 
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